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To what extent can we regulate aesthetics? This question is at the heart of preservation legislation’s 
efforts to define appropriateness. The Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for the Treatment of 
Historic Properties (STHP), was established by 1976, in part to address this question from the federal 
level. It was developed as a corollary to The National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA), which was 
signed into law on October 15, 1966 by President Lyndon Baines Johnson.1 The word “appropriate” 
is defined as “suitable or proper in the circumstance” and is synonymous with “seemly, 
fitting, apt, right, or befitting.”2 The undeniable challenge to the endeavor of defining 
appropriateness lies in its inherent subjectivity. What is appropriate and to whom? An additional 
concern is the fact that as communities change over time, so do their perspectives and priorities, 
meaning that what was appropriate at one time will invariably develop and adjust to some degree in 
the future. In the inevitability of these changes lies the rationale to inquire if recommendations 
written at one time do not require periodic reassessment in order to maintain their relevance going 
forward. The Secretary’s standard is primarily focused on aesthetic and architectural significance 
rather than the civic or cultural and therefore so is this research. While the standard is regulatory 
only when grant funds are awarded, it has had an important and broad impact on the practice of 
architecture, development and preservation, well beyond work completed strictly under its 
supervisory control. Practicing architect and principal at Bentel and Bentel, Paul Bentel is quoted as 
saying of the standard “it is frequently cited by architectural review boards and local preservation 
[authorities] as a guide for work on locally designated structures.”3 It is more widely accepted in the 
preservation community that without the NHPA, many extant historic buildings and places would 
most certainly no longer exist. The discipline of Historic Preservation itself and the work of 
                                               
1 Emily G. Jackson. Historic Preservation of U.S. Properties. 1st ed. New York: Nova Science Publishers, 2011.  
2 Oxford Dictionaries | English "Appropriate | Definition of Appropriate in English by Oxford Dictionaries." 
https://en.oxforddictionaries.com/definition/appropriate. 
3 Written communication with author. January 29, 2018. 
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preservationists have been encouraged and strengthened by the establishment of the act and its 
codification in the Secretary’s standards. Without negating or minimizing the tangible benefits to the 
preservation of cultural heritage that has resulted from the legislation, it is nevertheless rational to 
revisit its recommendations periodically in light of the fact that both popular and professional 
community perspectives will assuredly evolve, given enough time. While the focus of this research is 
on the Secretary’s recommendations in the   area of additions to historic structures, the objective is 
not to posit a polemic, nor to challenge the wholesale utility of the NHPA, the Secretary’s Standards 
themselves, or even to advocate for a specific proactive modification thereto. Rather, the goal is 
simply to pose the question; whether now might be a moment to revisit the Secretary’s 
recommendations. To begin to examine these issues, it will be helpful to understand the 
foundational context and historical record of the establishment of the NHPA and subsequently the 
Secretary’s standards themselves. After the history of the act’s establishment will be an analysis of 
the preservation policies in three regions of the country followed by the professional perspectives of 
professionals whose work is directly affected by these policies. These will then be followed by 
observations relative to this research and recommendations for future development. 
 
Pre-history: Creation and Evolution of National Historic Preservation Act 
There were three federal agencies that were ultimately and inadvertently instrumental in the 
establishment of historic preservation regulations. They were, the Bureau of Public Roads (BPR), the 
General Services Administration (GSA) and the Housing and Home Finance Agency (HHFA).4 
Collectively, the policies created by these organizations created alarm within some preservation 
organizations throughout the country because of the millions of dollars allocated to these entities for 
the clearing and redevelopment of the aging urban cores of cities, thereby engendering an organized 
                                               
4 James A. Glass. The Beginnings of a New National Historic Preservation Program, 1957 To 1969. Nashville, 
Tennessee: American Association for State and Local History. 1990 
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resistance that ultimately captured the attention of President Johnson and the federal branch.5      
The BPR’s contribution was that it authorized in excess of $31 billion for the construction of a 
national Interstate Highway system.6 The inherent removal and disruption of existing historic 
buildings and places required for the construction of the new roads was met shortly thereafter with 
clarion local resistance. The GSA at the time, and continuing through today, was responsible for 
planning, construction and maintenance of building facilities housing many types and functions for 
federal government agencies. In a fiscally based approach, the GSA made the decision that it would 
be financially expedient to replace decaying Victorian era government facilities in favor of newly 
constructed and more efficient buildings. The result was a growing list of abandoned and derelict 
historic buildings throughout the country.7 Established in 1956, the HHFA was charged and 
endowed by the Housing Act with an annual budget of $343 million by 1956 to, among other things, 
grant monies to local municipalities for “urban renewal,” through the removal and redevelopment of 
certain urban environs. This effort only served to exacerbate and accelerate the destruction of 
historic buildings and sites.  
 
Despite local opposition to much of the destruction, the few tools available to preservationists had 
little teeth and even less bite. While the Historic Sites Act of 1935 had authorized the National Park 
Service to preserve certain public sites, the problem with this mechanism for protection was 
twofold. First, the only way to secure protection for a building was through the often expensive 
purchase, restoration and sustained maintenance of the site by the National Park Service in 
perpetuity. The other issue was that this expenditure required an act of Congress. It ultimately 
became clear that this process was not only costly, but that it was not a sustainable method for the 
                                               
5 James A. Glass. The Beginnings of a New National Historic Preservation Program, 1957 To 1969. Nashville, 




preservation of more than a handful of historic properties. There were however, additional 
successive measures undertaken by the National Park Service that may have ultimately led to the 
establishment of the National Historic Preservation Act. By the mid 1950s the NPS had revived two 
programs which were focused on the recordation of historic buildings and sites, the Historic Sites 
Survey and the Historic American Building Survey; with the intent to at least create a record of 
significant properties even if they could not be acquired and preserved. To that end, by 1960 the 
NPS had begun a Registry of National Historic Landmarks8 
 
Causal Perceptions for The Standards 
Author James A. Glass cites an evolution in public sentiment by 1960 toward government 
protection of both the natural and historic environment. Also catalyzed in part by public reaction to 
the demolition of Pennsylvania Station in 1963, Glass suggests that appreciation of the built historic 
and natural environments increased pressure on government to act. He points to the fact that 
President John F. Kennedy’s Secretary of the Interior, Stewart Udall, successfully pursued the 
establishment of environmental protection measures like the Land and Water Conservation Fund. 
Udall himself became an advocate for conservation beyond his official capacity as Secretary of 
State9. At the time there was also a burgeoning critique of postwar urban renewal programs. Writers 
like Jane Jacobs in Death and Life of Great American Cities and Martin Anderson in The Federal 
Bulldozer wrote about the failure of these efforts10. Additionally, there were aesthetic objections to 
the new construction. Peter Blake derided what he perceived as a void of aesthetic thought in 
modern buildings, especially when compared to what he considered to be the beauty of historic 
                                               
8 James A. Glass. The Beginnings of a New National Historic Preservation Program, 1957 To 1969. Nashville, 
Tennessee: American Association for State and Local History. 1990 
9 Ibid 
10James Q. Wilson. Urban Renewal; the Record and the Controversy. Cambridge, MA: M.I.T. Press, 1966. 
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landmarks.11 It was in this environment that a privately funded study group of prominent 
preservationists traveled to Europe to research the preservation policies of European capitals. Upon 
their return, and with the production of a report entitled With Heritage So Rich, they recommended 
that the government take a more proactive role in preservation, like what they had observed 
overseas12. The report advocated the establishment of a federal grant program to match aid to public 
agencies for preservation, which is the current Grant-In-Aid program. It further recommended the 
establishment of a national policy board on preservation.  
 
As a result of these influences, in addition to the support and promotion by First Lady at the time, 
Lady-Bird Johnson, and the imprimatur of the president, the National Historic Preservation Act was 
adopted on October 15, 1966. Established by the law, the independent federal Advisory Council on 
Historic Preservation is charged with the directive to encourage nationwide historic preservation 
efforts. Acting as advisor to both the president and the congress, the ACHP is responsible for 
ensuring that federal agencies consider planning impacts on historic places.13 From the onset of the 
National Historic Preservation Act, the Secretary if the Interior was authorized and charged with the 
responsibility to “establish professional standards for the preservation of historic properties.”14 
However, the Grants-in-Aid federal program, which allows funding for preservation efforts, was not 
funded until 1971. Two years later in June 1973 the first iteration of formal policies and procedures, 
exclusively for stabilization, restoration, and reconstruction was published for administration of the 
Grants-in-Aid program. It wasn’t until 1976 that preservation project standards were developed and 
                                               
11 James A. Glass. The Beginnings of a New National Historic Preservation Program, 1957 To 1969. Nashville, 
Tennessee: American Association for State and Local History. 1990 
12 Ibid 
13 Emily G. Jackson. Historic Preservation of U.S. Properties. 1st ed. New York: Nova Science Publishers, 2011.  
14 "History of The Standards & Guidelines For The Treatment Of Historic Properties". 2017. Nps.Gov. 
https://www.nps.gov/tps/standards/history-of-standards.htm. 
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published by W. Brown Morton III and Gary L. Hume.15 By then, the number of procedures eligible 
for aid had increased from the original three, which were stabilization, restoration and reconstruction, 
to seven, with the addition of acquisition, protection, preservation, and rehabilitation. Subsequent 
revisions, triggered by the need to modify specific language in order to clarify intent, follow 
intermittently in the intervening years. Officially reaffirmed in 2006, the guidelines also included a 
recent revision in 2017.16 
 
 
Literature Review:  Analysis & Assessment of Research Sources 
There has been a great deal of literary scholarship on the subject of the National Historic 
Preservation Act and the Secretary’s standard. One of the most influential writers in the area is 
James A. Glass.  In his book The Beginnings of a New National Historic Preservation Program, 1957 to 
1969, published in 1990, Glass has produced one of the most comprehensive histories of the 
inception and evolution of the National Historic Preservation Act. Through extensive research, 
Glass chronicles the movement toward preservation spanning three presidential administrations to 
the time of its creation. The book is the result of work conducted during the preparation of his 
dissertation at Cornell University in 1987. He goes into great detail touching on multiple aspects of 
the forces which resulted in the creation of the act. 
 
 
Further research into the history of the NHPA included multiple sources on the reports created as 
required by the act, to be delivered to congress and the president. These reports display the 
                                               




intricacies of the preservation activities of the National Park Service for a given year.17 They 
represent an in-depth look at exactly how the agency executed its business in the pursuit of 
preservation. These documents are invaluable as a chronicle of the evolution of preservation in this 
country. 
 
In Historic Preservation of U.S. Properties, published in 2011, Emily G. Jackson lends a rather more 
sentimental chronicle of the development of the National Historic Preservation Act. Along with all 
of the requisite historical and empirical data on the development of the legislation, she also includes 
her own opinions and conveys her passion for the importance of the historic fabric, and its 
relevance to the cultural and social quality of American cities. Although not as deep a dive into the 
NHPA’s  history as Glass’s The Beginnings of a New National Historic Preservation Program, 1957 to 
1969, in terms of breadth of information, the book does offer a more accessible grasp of the facts 
for an average reader who might not have a background in preservation.  
 
Critique of Body of Available Research 
Literature on the Secretary’s standards themselves has been largely limited to a simple cataloguing of 
what the standards are. However, there has been much scholarly writing on the subject of 
architectural additions to historic buildings. One particularly salient book on the subject was written 
by former Columbia University professor Paul Spencer Byard. In The Architecture of Additions: 
Design and Regulation, originally published in 1998, he examines the theory surrounding additions to 
buildings, historic and otherwise. This extensive investigation into the subject examines a multitude 
of examples of additions, some more “successful” than others. 
                                               
17 James A. Glass. The Beginnings of a New National Historic Preservation Program, 1957 To 1969. Nashville, 
Tennessee: American Association for State and Local History. 1990 
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An additional important and controversial work of literature on the subject of additions is The 
Future of the Past: A Conservation Ethic for Architecture, Urbanism, and Historic Preservation by 
Steven W. Semes.18  In it he explores a conservation focused approach toward the subject. In the 
book Semes advocates for what might be described as an “identical” approach and makes a cogent 
argument for additions that “preserve the style and character” of historic buildings.	The tone and 
substance of the following reviews lend a sense of the strong perspectives on the issue of additions. 
  Semes mounts the most thorough attack I’ve ever read on the anti-tradition stance of many  
  architectural and historic preservation professionals. The need for this book is intense...19 
  [P]resents a persuasive case against the preservation ethic of oppositional styling; that is, the  
  argument that new additions to historic buildings must be deliberately un-period so as not to  
  be confused with the existing “authentic” section of the building. Semes illuminates the error  
  of this way of thinking.”20  
 
Given that the subject matter of this research is twofold, one being the exploration of historic origin 
of the NHPA, and the other being an examination of scholarly thought on a directly impacted 
subject (historic additions), this review will necessarily focus on the writing in those two distinct 
areas. The literature concerning the exploration of the pre-history and evolution of the National 
Historic Preservation Act is both thorough and comprehensive. Glass’s research and writing delve 
into the development of the act and impart a fully developed picture of the forces involved in its 
creation. Additionally, the work of Jackson, while it covers largely the same information, approaches 
                                               
18 Steven W. Semes. The Future of the Past: A Conservation Ethic for Architecture, Urbanism and Historic 
Preservation. New York: W. W. Norton, 2009. 





it from a more nuanced and perceptive vantage.  It can be argued that the importance of the 
variation between these two approaches is diminished given the empirical nature of the historic 
narrative the writings seek to share.   
 
Literary Recommendation  
However, from my perspective, the intuitive interpretation taken by Jackson is more engaging, 
which makes it resonate more with its reader, even if it takes place within the context of scholarly 
research. The literature on additions is naturally more subjective in nature. Here the authors, through 
the examination of multiple case studies, seek to build their arguments on what they each believe to 
be the best approach. While the preferred directions may vary, it is a worthwhile endeavor to 
examine the issue of additions especially in the context of an investigation of the Secretary of the 
Interior’s guidelines.  This sort of scholarship has been foundational during the formation of those 
recommendations within the standard. It is therefore important to understand the perspectives of 
prominent voices within the community of practitioners who were ultimately responsible for the 
creation and evolution of the standards. 
Much of the writing like that of Glass, while informative, could be critiqued for a lack of nuance or 
insight, provided by the author. It might be helpful for Glass to posit more of his own informed 
interpretation of the historical data. With the caveat that the author’s interpretations are clearly 
delineated as such, they could serve in making the research more accessible to a non-academic 
audience. Beyond this observation, the work is certainly a valuable contribution to the body of 
knowledge on the origin of the National Historic Preservation Act and the Secretary’s Standards. 
Through his exhaustive research, the author has provided a template for future research into 
understanding the substantial impact that public policy can and has had on consequential 
developments in the fields of architecture, development and design. 
 10 
 
Secretary’s Standards Early History, Recommendations on Additions to Historic Structures  
The Secretary of the Interior’s Standards was created as a mechanism to formally codify the criteria 
by which government funds could be granted by the National Parks Service and administered by the 
Office of Archeology.21 According to the NHPA the federal government is charged to: 
…accelerate its historic preservation programs and activities…to expand and maintain a 
National Register of Historic Places…administer a program of direct grants for the 
preservation of properties included in the National Register…[and to] establish professional 
standards for the preservation of historic properties.22 
Concerning the area of the Secretary’s position toward new exterior additions and related new 
construction, the standard offers recommendations on the design, massing, materiality and siting 
arrangement of additions relative to an historic building. This set of criteria constitutes a particular 
design solution framework, without regard to specific site/project challenges and conditions. 
Outside of this recommended design approach, there are two opposing and equally proscribed 
methodologies. They are called out where the standard states that additions to historic buildings 
should be: 
…differentiated from the historic building…New additions and related new construction 
that are either identical to the historic building or in extreme contrast to it are not 
compatible. Placing an addition on the rear or another secondary elevation helps to ensure 
that it will be subordinate to the historic building.23 
Advocating a “differentiated” and “subordinate” design direction disallows and discourages both 
“identical” and “extreme contrast” approaches, in addition to a host of potential directions. Within 
the context of the standard, “identical” is defined as an addition to an historic building that is 
indistinguishable from the original in materiality and detailing. Conversely, an addition of “extreme 
                                               
21 James A. Glass. The Beginnings of a New National Historic Preservation Program, 1957 To 1969. Nashville, 
Tennessee: American Association for State and Local History. 1990 




contrast” is one in which the new appendage has no resemblance at all in materiality, massing or 
scale to the historic building. 
 
Establishment and Evolution of Secretary’s Standards and Historical Context 
In order to contextualize the establishment of the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards, it will be 
necessary to examine the contemporaneous social and economic environment of the country which 
spurred the creation of the NHPA and ultimately the Standard itself. In the period following the 
conclusion of World War II, the rapid expansion of the population and economy resulted in a large-
scale building boom, and both public and private efforts toward modernization of many cities and 
places. By the 1950s, one particular downside of this expansion was that it often resulted in the 
indiscriminate and extensive liquidation of historical structures and sites within the United States. 
Jerry L. Rogers, 30+ year alumnus of the NPS said of the time: 24 
America once on a public-funded development binge…Interstate highways we’re plowing 
through where land could be bought for less, usually [in] older neighborhoods and 
parklands.  Using urban renewal funds, cities were busily leveling the buildings and districts 
that distinguished them from all other cities, assembling lands into larger parcels, and urging 
developers to put up redundant and undistinguished new buildings… the tax code of the 
United States encouraged the destruction at historic buildings by rewarding the construction 
of new ones on their sites…25 
Unfortunately, this postwar growth had the unintended consequence of the destruction of a great 
deal of the physical manifestation of cultural legacy across much of the country. Governmental 
projects to modernize aging infrastructure, and remove “slums” with particular focus on older urban 
centers, were implemented without regard for their impact on those existing local communities or 
their historic, aesthetic and social fabric.  
                                               
24 Mackintosh, Barry. The Historic Preservation Act and National Park Service: A History. Washington D.C.: 




Evaluation of Contemporaneous Social and Cultural Context 
During the period just prior to the enactment of the NHPA, interest in, and concern for cities, 
catalyzed in part by the broadly negative public reaction to the destruction of historic buildings and 
neighborhoods through the process of “Urban Renewal,” set the stage for a counter-intervention.  
In 1963, Williamsburg, Virginia hosted an international conference on preservation that proved to 
be a harbinger of the coming legislation. The seminar ultimately published the “Report on Principles 
and Guidelines for Historic Preservation in the United States.” Its recommendations, were 
incorporated into the policies of the National Trust by October of the following year (1964), 
pushing the prevailing conception of preservation beyond the boundary of an individual building to 
also consider not only landscapes but also whole historic districts.26  
 
 
In a critique for Commentary Magazine published in 1965 titled, “The Failure of Urban Renewal” 
Herbert Gans writes: 
…this program has provided local renewal agencies with federal funds and the power of 
eminent domain to condemn slum neighborhoods, tear down the buildings, and resell the 
cleared land to private developers at a reduced price…relocating the slum dwellers in 
“decent, safe, and sanitary” housing…60 per cent of the dispossessed tenants were merely 
relocated in other slums…Renewal sometimes even created new slums by pushing relocates 
into areas and buildings which then became overcrowded and deteriorated rapidly…because 
almost two-thirds of the cleared slum units have been occupied by Negroes, the urban 
renewal program has often been characterized as Negro clearance, and in too many cities, 
this has been its intent.27 
In addition to criticisms by writers like Gans, and in addition to those raised by social commentators 
and authors such as Jane Jacobs and the like, the communities and architecture that were the result 
of the undertaking were attacked from both the left and the right. Civil rights advocates  worked to 
                                               
26Earnest Allen Connally. “Origins of The National Historic Preservation Act of 1966” Preservation News October 
1986. http://prn.library.cornell.edu/cgi-bin/cornell 
27 Herbert Gans. "The Failure Of Urban Renewal". Commentary Magazine. 1965 
https://www.commentarymagazine.com/articles/the-failure-of-urban-renewal/. 
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amplify the protestations of the largely black residents who were being dispossessed. The right 
objected in principle to the notion that, through the use of eminent domain, the government was 
essentially taking land from one person and subsidizing it in order to offer it to another28. These 
factors, coalescing at a cultural moment with a growing popular appreciation of the built and natural 
environments, in combination with the release of With Heritage so Rich and the response to it by 
Congress, all played a role in the birth of the NHPA legislation, and ultimately the Secretary’s 
Standards.29  
 
Analysis of Political Climate at Time of Establishment  
A look at some of the more salient aspects of the political climate around the time of the creation of 
the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards shed light on the zeitgeist that may have informed its 
provisions.  In 1975, the year prior to the establishment of the standards, the political scene was still 
in the throes of the Watergate scandal. Former president Richard Nixon had resigned a year earlier 
and his Attorney General, chief of staff, and Assistant Attorney General were all convicted and 
sentenced to jail for their role in the Watergate affair.30 The country was also in the midst of an 
ongoing energy crisis. The following year, 1976, marked the bicentennial 200th anniversary of the 
signing of the Declaration of Independence. In the November presidential election of that year 
Jimmy Carter beat Gerald Ford, becoming the 39th president of United States.  The legacy of 
martyred President John F. Kennedy’s aspirational “New Frontier” was arguably influential on the 
progressive ethos informing the governing policies of the time, even beyond Kennedy’s “Great 
Society” reforms enacted by succeeding President Johnson. Among the sweeping reforms, were  
                                               
28 Herbert Gans. "The Failure Of Urban Renewal". Commentary Magazine. 1965 
https://www.commentarymagazine.com/articles/the-failure-of-urban-renewal/. 
29 Earnest Allen Connally. “Origins of The National Historic Preservation Act of 1966” Preservation News October 
1986. http://prn.library.cornell.edu/cgi-bin/cornell 
30 Stout, David. 2018. "John D. Ehrlichman, Nixon Aide Jailed For Watergate, Dies At 73". Nytimes.Com. 
http://www.nytimes.com/1999/02/16/us/john-d-ehrlichman-nixon-aide-jailed-for-watergate-dies-at-73.html. 
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new environmental protections which were often coupled with concern for the built environment.31 
The reforms sought to improve the lives of Americans and help the poor, including many who had 
been devastated by the impact of urban renewal and the destruction of “slum” communities by 
interstate highway construction.32 This was the America of 1976 that had witnessed the enactment of 
the NHPA some ten years earlier, and now in March of that year, the release, as Preservation Project 
Standards, being the operational procedures for the NHPA grant-in aid program.33 
Again, while the original draft only covered three interventions, stabilization, restoration 
and reconstruction, as at the time that was the perceived need, they have been added to, for a total of 
seven different categories of treatment, adding acquisition, protection, preservation, and 
rehabilitation. Under the NHPA these processes exclusively represent the treatments eligible for the 
Grant-in Aid program.34 There are separate standards for each category of treatment. However, it is 
The Standards for Rehabilitation found in (36-CFR-67) that have been the most influential because 
of their regulatory function in the federal Historic Preservation tax incentives legislation. Within the 
standards, rehabilitation is defined as:  
the act or process of making possible a compatible use for a property through repair,  
alterations, and additions while preserving those portions of features which convey it’s 
historical, cultural, or architectural values.35 
 
Evaluation of Subsequent Popular and Scholarly Literary Reaction  
 
There have been a broad range of retrospective reactions and criticisms of the NHPA in both 
scholarly and popular writing since the time of its enactment. One of the most salient recent 
                                               
31 Reeves, Richard. 1994. President Kennedy. New York: Touchstone. 
32 Thompson Mayes. "The National Historic Preservation Act at 50: “A Living Part of Our Community Life and 
Development”." Forum Journal31, no. 1 (2016): https://muse.jhu.edu/ (accessed May 1, 2018). 
33 "History of The Standards & Guidelines For The Treatment Of Historic Properties". 2017. Nps.Gov. 
https://www.nps.gov/tps/standards/history-of-standards.htm. 
34 Ibid 
35 Anne Grimmer, Jo Ellen Hensley, Liz Petrella, and Audrey T. Tepper. The Secretary of the Interior’s Standards 
for Rehabilitation & Illustrated Guidelines on Sustainability for Rehabilitating Historic Buildings. Publication. 
National Park Service, Technical Preservation Services, U.S. Department of the Interior. Washington, D.C.: U.S. 
Department of the Interior, 2011. https://www.nps.gov/tps/standards/rehabilitation/sustainability-guidelines.pdf 
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critiques of preservation, and by extension the NHPA, has been from well-known architect, Rem 
Koolhaas. He has been a vocal critic of some of the preservation outcomes that have largely been 
set forth by the NHPA. At a forum held at Columbia University in 2004, Koolhaas argued that 
“preservation is overtaking us.” In 2010 his firm, OMA curated an exhibition at the Venice Biennale 
called “Cronocaos.” The exhibition was, according to Nicolai Ouroussoff of the Smithsonian, 
intended to: 
…demonstrate how preservation has contributed to a kind of collective amnesia by 
transforming historic districts into stage sets for tourists while airbrushing out buildings that 
represent more uncomfortable chapters in our past.36 
His critique was based on his concern that preservation had become an ever-expanding “empire”  
and that the result was a real threat, not only to the built environment, but to architecture as a 
profession.37 In a 2011 New York Times Op-ed, contributor Sarah Williams Goldhagen posits an 
assessment of Koolhaas’s argument. 
…in a recent exhibition at the New Museum, the architect Rem Koolhaas accused 
preservationists of aimlessly cherry-picking the past; of destroying people’s complex sense of 
urban evolution; and, most damningly, of bedding down with private developers to create 
gentrified urban theme parks.38 
Goldenhagen argues that Koolhaas’ polemic is perhaps accurate in its assessment of the problem 
but falls short in placing the blame on preservation.  She states, the issue is that preservation should 
be just one instrument combined with a host of complementary tools, like professionally trained 
                                               
36Mark Lamster, Alexandra Lange. "Lunch with the Critics: Cronocaos, by OMA/Rem Koolhaas." Places Journal. 
June 01, 2011. https://placesjournal.org/article/lunch-with-the-critics-cronocaos/. 
37 Ibid 
38Sarah Williams Goldhagen. "Opinion | Taming Historic Preservation-Death By Nostalgia." The New York Times. 
June 10, 2011. https://www.nytimes.com/2011/06/11/opinion/11Goldhagen.html. 
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design review boards and urban planners. Further, there should be a more powerful government 
role in policy in order to produce successful urban environments.39  
 
Why the Standards Were Written as They Were 
While the standards have been adopted broadly by local historic and planning authorities across 
country in addition to setting the criteria by which federal tax incentives are granted, it is its 
recommendations for new additions that have been particularly important in the adaptive reuse and 
redevelopment of historic properties. While the original rehabilitation standards, written as a 
collaborative effort by Rev. Woolridge Brown Morton III and Gary L. Hume, have evolved since 
their initial creation, they have certainly been the subject of some level of debate and criticism. One 
arguable critique of the recommended treatment on these additions is that it takes a “middle-
ground” approach; that it is neither here nor there. In an interview in which he discusses why the 
standards we’re written the way they were, and the rationale behind them, W. Brown Morton states: 
…as Gary And I had to achieve the approval of all of the state historic preservation offices, 
including far-flung dominions, imagine crafting standards that were equally applicable both in 
Guam and in Providence, Rhode Island.  That was the challenge. It was truly an exercise in 
one-size-fits-all, which is a difficult proposition at any time, we worked hard to find language 
that would work. Sadly, much of that flexibility has been lost in subsequent revisions of the 
standards. For example, the original standards contained words like “whenever possible” 
these words have been replaced with “must” or “shall.”40 
Morton contends that because the standard had to apply in such disparate locations, the best 
solution was to intentionally write a recommendation that could be interpreted differently based on 
the specific conditions of a given project. The original intention was to allow some level of 
                                               
39 Sarah Williams Goldhagen. "Opinion | Taming Historic Preservation-Death By Nostalgia." The New York Times. 
June 10, 2011. https://www.nytimes.com/2011/06/11/opinion/11Goldhagen.html. 
40 "National Historic Preservation Act:” CSPAN3 : June 15, 2014 8:55pm-10:01pm EDT : Free Borrow & 




flexibility. In realizing that each project would need some amount of autonomy, Morton and Hume 
endeavored to leave at least some room for a creative solution within the framework of the standard. 
Therefore, the blame for the “middle-ground” critique of the recommendation and the building 
additions that have been produced under it, might itself be misplaced. Maybe it is not the 
recommendation itself that is the sole cause of any less than successful solutions. Rather, perhaps it 
has been the interpretation of the intent behind the standards that have produced what some have 
criticized as unsuccessful from a design, aesthetic and historic perspective. Morton further argues 
this point when he states:  
…poorly paid staff at state and local agencies are able to just point to the piece of paper and 
say, it says here, “must or “shall” and they will make a decision not based on what is right for 
their community but what it says in the standards. That is not where Gary and I are headed… 
we never intended to take the ultimate decision away from the people who care for the wide 
variety of historic resources…41 
 
 
Introduction and Intention of Standards co-writer Rev. W. Brown Morton III 
At the time when W. Brown Morton contributed to the production of the Standards, his official 
capacity was as the Chief of the Technical Preservation Services Division of the Office of 
Archaeology and Historic Preservation of the National Park Service of the Department of the 
Interior. Dr. Morton currently serves as a professor emeritus in the department of Historic 
Preservation at the University of Mary Washington in Fredericksburg, Virginia. He has also served 
as Chairman of the United States National Committee of the International Committee of 
Monuments and Sites (ICOMOS) from 1975 to 1979 and on the US/ICOMOS Executive 
                                               
41"National Historic Preservation Act:” CSPAN3 : June 15, 2014 8:55pm-10:01pm EDT : Free Borrow & 
Streaming." Internet Archive. 
https://archive.org/details/CSPAN3_20140616_005500_National_Historic_Preservation_Act. 
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Committee from 1975 to 1988.42 His theoretical approach toward Historic Preservation,  which 
almost certainly informed his work, is clarified when he says “Preservation is not preserving the past, 
but to look at what has survived from the past into the present moment…and decide what to keep 
from the present for the future” As stated, it was not his intention for the standards to be as 
prescriptive as they have become. He has lamented the removal and replacement of the words 
”whenever possible” as his intent was on “leaving a little individual initiative in different places” 
with regard to the Standards.  Additionally, Morton acknowledges the further shortcomings of the 
Standard’s one-size-fits-all approach by acknowledging that “we do not live in a one-size-fits-all 
world.43  
 
Explanation of History of Standards And Revision Evolution 
In addition to the original writer’s of the standards, subsequent revision authors ultimately included 
Kay D. Weeks and H. Ward Jandl.  The history and evolution of the Standards and its subsequent 
revisions is rather convoluted. After the issuance of Preservation project standards in March 1976, 
by 1979, the renamed, Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Historic Preservation Projects 
with Guidelines for Applying the Standards were issued together for the first time. Both the 
standards and guidelines are issued but are not to be confused with one another. The standards 
basically list the way in which work is to be done, while the guidelines indicate how to do it. It is the 
guidelines that are now presented in the recommended versus not recommended format. There are 
subsequent revisions in 1983, 1985 and 1990.  The 1990 issuance is again renamed As The Secretary 
                                               
42 Robin Derminer. "Woolridge Brown Morton III Papers 018.WBM." Eastern Michigan University Archives 
http://caine.emich.edu/archives/findingaids/html/Woolridge_Brown_Morton_III_papers.html. 
43 "National Historic Preservation Act:” CSPAN3 : June 15, 2014 8:55pm-10:01pm EDT : Free Borrow & 
Streaming." Internet Archive. 
https://archive.org/details/CSPAN3_20140616_005500_National_Historic_Preservation_Act. 
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of the Interior Standards for Rehabilitation, and according to the National Park Service’ 
chronology: 
They are adopted as regulatory in the Code of Federal Regulations (36 CFR 67) for the 
Federal Historic Preservation Tax Incentives program, replacing the original 1977 
rehabilitation standards. Important revisions include changing the word "building" to 
"property" throughout and expanding Standard 8 to include mitigation if disturbance to 
archeological resources as necessary during a rehabilitation project. Standard 9 is revised by 
replacing "contemporary design" with clearer guidance — specifically, that the new work 
must not destroy historic character–defining materials, it must be differentiated from the old, 




1990 Appropriateness Revisions to the Standards: A Causal Rationale 
The standard’s current approach toward the appropriateness of additions to historic structures, was 
only introduced in 1990. The language was revised to state: 
New additions, exterior alterations, or related new construction shall not destroy historic 
materials that characterize the property. The new work shall be differentiated from the old 
and shall be compatible with the massing, size, scale, and architectural features to protect the 
historic integrity of the property and its environment.45 
This revision was ostensibly done to provide “clearer guidance.” Prior to the revision the standard 
was arranged in a dualistic “recommended” and “not recommended” structure. The previous 
recommendations are listed below.46 The difference is that the previous standard expressly 
prohibited “imitating” the existing building except in rare cases, while the revision states that the 
addition need be “differentiated” from the original.  
                                               
44 "History of The Standards & Guidelines For The Treatment Of Historic Properties". 2017. Nps.Gov. 
https://www.nps.gov/tps/standards/history-of-standards.htm. 
45"History of The Standards & Guidelines For The Treatment Of Historic Properties". 2017. Nps.Gov. 
https://www.nps.gov/tps/standards/history-of-standards.htm. 
46 U.S. Dept. of the Interior, National Park Service, Cultural Resources, Heritage Preservation Services Program. 
The Secretary of the Interior's Standards for Rehabilitation and Guidelines for Rehabilitating Historic Buildings. 




Fig. 1 The Secretary of the Interior's Standards for Rehabilitation and Guidelines for Rehabilitating 
Historic Buildings. (National Park Service) 
 
 
Assessment of Revisions, Contemporary Utility and Relevance 
The 1971 funding of the Grant-in-Aid program, established by the NHPA, not only spurred the 
creation of the Secretary’s standards, but was also ultimately responsible for some of its subsequent, 
multiple revisions.47 By 1974, secretary of the interior Rogers C.B. Morton, had proposed a “Project 
Protection” plan.  The plan sought to take advantage of revenue from newly exploited outer 
continental shelf oil leases, by reallocating some of the proceeds toward preservation.48  
The proposed plan consisted of four main tenets:  
§ a National Historic Resources Conservation Institute—a reconstitution of the OAHP    
[Office of Archeology and Historic Preservation] that would define and advance 
                                               
47 "History Of The Standards & Guidelines For The Treatment Of Historic Properties". 2017. Nps.Gov. 
https://www.nps.gov/tps/standards/history-of-standards.htm. 
48 Barry Mackintosh. The Historic Preservation Act and National Park Service: A History. Washington D.C.: 
History Division, National Park Service, Department of the Interior 1986. Interview with Rogers, Feb. 5, 1986. 
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professional standards, augment the supply of preservation professionals, dispense 
professional and financial assistance to the states, foster state preservation plans, and 
amalgamate the state plans into a nationwide plan; 
 
§ a Historic Resources Conservation Fund, supporting the Conservation Institute and funding 
50 percent matching grants to the states and National Trust;  
 
§ an Endangered Historic Resources Fund, providing 90 percent grants to the states and 
National Trust for preserving endangered national historic landmarks and funding 
demonstration projects;  
 
§ a Historic Resources Capital Fund, providing 70 percent grants to the states and National 
Trust to build independent, self-sustaining revolving funds for preservation projects.49  
 
Although the plan was ultimately never implemented, the proposal did have significant impact on 
subsequent policy.  Barry Mackintosh, in his recount of the events, points to the comments of Jerry 
L. Rogers, one of the persons involved in crafting the proposal, concerning one of the more salient 
resulting changes. Rogers states: 
It was instantly evident to us that any major infusion of money would require a fundamental 
revision of our modus operandi. The OAHP would have to rise above the hands-on, or even 
the eyes-on, approach to preservation work, encouraging and trusting others to handle most 
matters without our direct participation...The pie-in-the-sky never came, but very much 
came of the proposal. The philosophy of the OAHP became more firmly fixed upon the 
notion of a State-based program, with the OAHP gradually converting itself from a 
participant in project details into a broad overseer, standard-setter, trainer, provider of 
grants, producer of technical information, and guardian of national historic landmarks.50  
Prior to this, the OAHP required the submittal of construction documents and specifications for 
each and every project, directly to the OAHP for its internal review, in order to qualify for any grant 
funds.51 It was the actual funding of the grant program that necessitated the implementation of this 
change in policy. As participation in the grant program grew, it became apparent that the office 
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could not maintain the same level of scrutiny for the new volume of proposals.52 The OAHP needed 
to take on a more supervisory role, providing guidance and direction rather than as primary 
reviewer.  
 
In an effort to gain a more comprehensive perspective of any influence on the country as a whole, 
and to gauge the impact of the standards, this study intends to explore how the standards have or 
have not been incorporated into the regulatory functions of regional preservation and planning 
agencies. This research examines contemporary preservation policies in three regions of the United 
States; those being, on the east coast, central and west coasts. This will be investigated through a 
qualitative analysis of the three regions, including the New York City Landmarks Preservation 
Commission, the Houston Archaeological and Historical Commission, and the San Francisco 
Historic Preservation Commission. 
 
Introduction to Broad Survey of Local Preservation Policies in Three Regions Of The U.S.  
East Coast, New York City: New York Landmarks Preservation Commission 
1a.) New York’s Landmarks Preservation Commission (LPC) was established in 1965, around the 
same time as the enactment of the National Historic Preservation Act.  The LPC’s requirements 
and guidelines are published as Title 63 of the Rules of the City of New York.53 As the guardian of 
the city’s physical heritage, the commission, comprised of eleven appointed commissioners, is 
charged with the designation and protection of individual landmarks and historic districts.54 
Established under the “Landmark’s Law” the Commission’s role is to: 
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(a) effect and accomplish the protection, enhancement and perpetuation of such 
improvements and landscape features and of districts which represent or reflect elements of 
the city’s cultural, social, economic, political and architectural history; (b) safeguard the city’s 
historic, aesthetic and cultural heritage, as embodied and reflected in such improvements, 
landscape features and districts; (c) stabilize and improve property values in such districts; 
(d) foster civic pride in the beauty and noble accomplishments of the past; (e) protect and 
enhance the city’s attractions to tourists and visitors and the support and stimulus to 
business and industry thereby provided; (f) strengthen the economy of the city; and (g) 
promote the use of historic districts, landmarks, interior landmarks and scenic landmarks for 
the education, pleasure and welfare of the people of the city.55  
While the original LPC regulations did include considerations for horizontal additions, currently in 
practice, in Manhattan, the focus is primarily on vertical additions.  
 
 
Ward Dennis, Partner with Higgins, Quasebarth & Partners, LLC, the New York based historic 
preservation and rehabilitation consulting firm, established in 1984, notes that LPC does not use the 
Secretary’s standards, in favor if its own Rules of the City of New York, and that the LPC’s primary 
focus with regard to additions is visibility from the street. Further, he observes, that while the 
Secretary’s standards themselves largely address horizontal expansions: “…our projects deal with 
vertical and rooftop additions…really they just don’t want to be able to see it [from the street]…so 
things get scaled back a fair amount.”56 This is logical given the current density of building within 
the city. The notion of an addition meeting the Secretary’s recommended approach of adding to an 
historic building in a physically “subordinate” or “set back” posture, relative to the historic building 
in a horizontal plane at ground level, is now rarely a consideration in Manhattan. However, outside 
the city, architect Kevin Wolfe’s practice is primarily focused on horizontal additions to single family 
buildings. Wolfe states that the preservation community’s focus on differentiation between old and 
                                               
55 New York City Administrative Code, Title 25, Chapter 3, “Landmarks Preservation and Historic Districts,” § 25- 
301, “Purpose and declaration of public policy,” paragraph b.  
56 Interview by author. March 26, 2018. 
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new is based in elitist point of view. He says that the notion is, and has been completely foreign to 
the vast majority of his clients throughout his decades long year career. 
 
The procedure to obtain approval for work on historic structures in New York is typically done 
through the LPC in eight steps, listed here.  
  Step 1: Fill out an Application 
  Step 2: Consult LPC Guidelines and Materials Checklists 
  Step 3: Compile Descriptive Materials 
  Step 4: Sign the Application Form 
  Step 5: Submit the Application to LPC 
  Step 6: LPC Enters Data and Assigns Staff Member to Project 
  Step 7: LPC Staff Reviews Proposal 
  Step 8: LPC Issues Permit 
The LPC has recently issued a proposal to amend its rules, ostensibly in an effort to streamline the 
approval process for modifications to historic buildings.57 In a February 13, 2018 session it released 
a twenty eight page presentation on the proposed rules amendments.58 They are categorized into 
four different types. They are Organization, Codification of Staff Practices, Commission 
Determinations Delegated to Staff, and Administrative. The highlights of the proposed amendments 
are listed here:59 
  Organization  
§ Reorganizing the rules in Chapter 2, including consolidation of some existing rules, to 
make them more intuitive, practical and user - friendly.  
Codification of Staff Practices  
§ Amending existing rules and adding new ones to reflect longstanding practices of the 
LPC Staff .  
§ Codifying criteria used as the basis for LPC Staff approvals with some refinements.  
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Commission Determinations Delegated to Staff  
§ Authorizing the LPC Staff to approve a variety of work - types that are consistently 
approved by the Commission pursuant to stated and defined criteria.  
Administrative  
§ Revising criteria for XCNEs and permit duration , renewal and revocation.  
 
There has been a good amount of pushback on the proposed changes. The main issue is the 
increased amount of approvals at the staff level.60 Among the concerns is that there will be fewer 
projects open to public scrutiny and it would allow “…more visible and larger additions to 
buildings...”61 It increases the number of projects that could be approved without public notice or 
review. On April 13, 2018 a letter was issued by nine local preservation groups calling for LPC to 
withdraw the proposed rule changes.62 Currently the issue remains unresolved. 
 
Assessment of the Standard’s Influence on New York Preservation Policy  
Regarding the influence of the Secretary’s Standards on LPC policies, there is some daylight between 
the Standards and LPC rules, as technically the LPC does not adhere to the Secretary’s Standards. 
One marked difference, particularly in defining appropriateness, is in the latitude and discretion 
afforded the LPC commissioners, to interpret what is and is not appropriate for a given project. A 
comparison of Title 63 of the Rules of the City of New York, and the Secretary’s Standards, specifically 
with regard to additions shows the difference: 
                                               





     
Fig. 2 Rules of the City of New York (R.C.N.Y.) | NYC Rules ( http://rules.cityofnewyork.us/codified-rules) 
 
However, the LPC guidelines do meet the standards in spirit if not strictly in practice; they both 
share the goals of the preservation of cultural heritage through the built environment. For example, 
Subchapter B, section 2-16 under “Specific Alterations” refers to rear yard additions or 
enlargements, and section 2-19 concerns rooftop additions. The standard’s directives toward 
“subordination, compatibility and materiality” of building additions are all present.63  
 
 
Central, Houston Texas:  Houston Archaeological and Historical Commission 
In 2010 the City of Houston expanded the protection of its historic fabric with changes to give 
teeth to its Historic Preservation Ordinance.64  In Houston, Texas, the system of approval  
requires an application to the City of Houston Planning and Development department. 
Construction or additions to any contributing structure in a historic district, or a landmarked 
building, are required to obtain a Certificate of Appropriateness, or COA, in the early phases of a 
                                               
63 Interview by author. March 26, 2018. 
64 City of Houston Planning & Development Department. Historic Preservation Manual. Houston, TX: U.S. City of 
Houston, 2015. 
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project and prior to construction. There are two different routes to being granted a COA. The 
first it is through an Administrative Review process, meaning that the project can be approved by 
the office of the planning and development director directly.65  The benefit of this approach is 
that it bypasses the requirement of review and approval by the Houston Archaeological and 
Historical Commission. This avenue is only available for small addition and alteration projects 
“which do not affect the historic character of the building.”  They include work on non-
contributing structures, in addition to replacements of windows, alterations to non-historic 
additions, repair and maintenance.  One additional type of review, for these types of small 
projects, is classified as “Mandatory Approval.” This means, that if a project meets a list of 
specific criteria it is virtually guaranteed a COA.66 There are three types of projects which fall 
under this category. They are rear additions, side additions, and second story additions to 
contributing and/or landmarked structures. If a rear addition is specifically and without variation:  
“1.) Not taller than the existing structure; and,  2.) Is set back from the side property lines at least 
as much as the structural walls of the existing structure; and  3.) Is not wider than the wall to 
which it is attached; and  4.) Does not require the demolition of any portion of the existing 
structure, except for the rear wall to which the addition will be attached; and 5.) Has a roof pitch 
that is less than or equal to the existing structure; and 6.) Is not constructed on a building that has 
had an addition approved under [mandatory approval]” it qualifies for this automatic approval.67 
See the diagrams below from the city of Houston’s Historic Preservation Manual: 
                                               






Fig. 3 City of Houston Historic Preservation Manual  2015 (Houston, TX: U.S. City of Houston) 
 
In the case of a side addition the criteria for mandatory approval is: “1.) Not taller than the 
existing structure; and  2.) Is attached only to one exterior wall of the existing structure and does 
not extend past the existing rear wall of the side to which it is attached; and  3.) Is set back from 
the front of the wall to which it is attached, by at least 30 percent of the distance between the 
front of the wall to which it is attached and the rear of the wall to which it is attached (for 
example, if the addition is attached to a wall that is 50 feet long, the addition must be set back at 
least 15 feet from the front of the wall); and  4.) Is not wider than half the distance that the 
addition is set back from the front of the wall to which it is attached (for example, if the addition 
is set back 20 feet from the front wall to which it is attached, the addition may not be wider than 
10 feet); and  5.) Does not require the demolition of any portion of the existing structure, except 
for the exterior wall to which the addition will be attached; and  6.) Does not deviate from the 
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roof pitch of the existing structure, except for cross gable or hip roofs; and  7.) Is not constructed 
on a building that has had an addition approved under [mandatory approval].”68  See the 
following diagrams from the city of Houston’s Historic Preservation Manual: 
 
Fig. 4 City of Houston Historic Preservation Manual  2015 (Houston, TX: U.S. City of Houston) 
 
The third situation in which this applies is in the case of second story additions, referred to as 
“camelbacks,” which need to meet the criteria that: “1.) Second story additions…must 
[be]constructed on top of a one-story structure; and 2.) Does not extend outside the footprint of the 
existing structure; and  3.) Is set back from the front wall of the existing structure at least half the 
distance between the front wall of the existing structure and the farthest point of the rear of the 
existing structure…and 4.) Has a plate height…that does not exceed the plate height of the story 
beneath the proposed addition; and  5.) Has a roof pitch that is less than or equal to the existing 
                                               
68 City of Houston Planning & Development Department. Historic Preservation Manual. Houston, TX: U.S. City of 
Houston, 2015. 
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structure; and  6.) Will not affect the structural integrity of the existing structure, as confirmed in 
writing by a structural engineer licensed by the state of Texas; and 7.) Is not constructed on a 
building that has had an addition approved under [mandatory approval].”69 See the following 
diagrams from the city of Houston’s Historic Preservation Manual: 
 
Fig. 5 City of Houston Historic Preservation Manual  2015 (Houston, TX: U.S. City of Houston) 
This expedited approval process arguably and interestingly reflects areas where the Secretary’s 
standards influence is clear and some where it deviates from its recommendations. The overarching 
intent with regard to the addition in massing, is that it remain subordinate to the original structure, 
as seen in the requirement that it be a situated, if not expressly at the back, at least a minimum 
distance from the front façade. This is in-keeping with the recommended approach. However, in 
terms of detailing the requirements here are where there is some degree of divergence. Where the 
standard calls for any addition to be differentiated in detailing, the recommendation here seems to 
tend toward replicating the original details on the addition. An example would be the requirement 
that the roof slope of the addition be less than or equal to that of the original. 
                                               




While the process of mandatory approval is more streamlined, if a project does not meet the  
requirements, it must undergo review by the Houston Archaeological  and Historical Commission 
(HAHC). In order for a project to qualify for COA approval under HAHC review, it must meet 
eleven criteria.70 They are: 
1.) The proposed activity must retain and preserve the historical character of the property 
 
2.) The proposed activity must contribute to the continued availability of the property for a 
contemporary use 
 
3.) The proposed activity must recognize the building, structure, object or site as a product 
of its own time and avoid alterations that seek to create an earlier or later appearance 
 
4.) The proposed activity must preserve the distinguishing qualities or character of the 
building, structure, object or site and its environment 
 
5.) The proposed activity must maintain or replicate distinctive stylistic exterior features or 
examples of skilled craftsmanship that characterize the building, structure, object or site 
 
6.) New materials to be used for any exterior feature, excluding what is visible from public 
alleys, must be visually compatible with, but not necessarily the same as, the materials 
being replaced in form, design, texture, dimension and scale 
 
7.) The proposed replacement of exterior features, if any, should be based on accurate 
duplication of features as substantiated by available historical, physical or pictorial 
evidence (where that evidence is available), rather than on conjectural designs or the 
availability of different architectural elements from other structures 
 
8.) Proposed additions or alterations must be done in a manner that, if removed in the 
future, would leave unimpaired the essential form and integrity of the building, structure, 
object or site 
 
9.) The proposed design for any exterior alteration or addition must not destroy significant 
historical, architectural, archaeological or cultural material, including but not limited to 
siding, windows, doors and porch elements 
                                               




10.) The proposed alteration or addition must be compatible with the massing, size, scale,   
       material and character of the property and the context area 
 
11.) The distance from the property line to the front and side walls, porches and exterior  
 features of any proposed addition or alteration must be compatible with the distance  
 from the property line to similar elements of existing contributing structures in the  




Assessment of the Standard’s Influence on Houston Preservation Policy  
 
In the HAHC review procedure, the influence of the Secretary’s standards on the requirements is 
very clear. Much of the language in the criteria is incorporated, almost verbatim in sections from the 
Secretary’s recommendations.  In addition to the requisite subordinate quality and ”compatible” 
materiality of any addition, the strictures state, identically to the Secretary’s standard, that any 
addition should also be “differentiated,” yet not “exactly the same,” or “identical,” and 
“harmonious,” or not in “extreme contrast,” with the historic building. Further, the Secretary’s 
language direct that an addition be designed in such a way that the “integrity” of the original building 
would remain  intact should the addition be removed in the future. 
 
 
West Coast, San Francisco: San Francisco Historic Preservation Commission 
In 1967 the Landmarks Preservation Advisory Board (LPAB) was established in the city of San 
Francisco, California, through the enactment of Article 10 of the planning code.72 The more than 
40% of the currently landmarked properties within the city were designated during those first 10 
years of the LPAB. Also, more than half of the landmarked buildings were built before, and survived 
                                               
71 City of Houston Planning & Development Department. Historic Preservation Manual. Houston, TX: U.S. City of 
Houston, 2015. 
72 Mary Brown. “Executive Summary Landmark Designation Work Program.” 2010. San Francisco Planning 
Commission. http://commissions.sfplanning.org/hpcpackets/2010.2776_Final.pdf. 
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intact, albeit to varying degrees, the earthquake and fire of 1906.73 Although the pace of designations 
continued into the 1980s, it has since fallen off dramatically, with fewer than four new designations 
per year over the last two decades. Of the whole of the designated buildings, only 3% were 
constructed after 1930, consisting of only ten buildings.74 Although created in 1967, the LPAB is no 
longer in existence. Throughout its tenure until 2008, it operated strictly in an advisory capacity to 
the Planning Department and the Planning Commission. The entity that would ultimately replace it 
would have the teeth to determine if a project could move forward or not. On November 4, 2008, 
“Proposition J” creating the Historic Preservation Commission for the City of San Francisco, was 
put up for a vote. The proposition was for a proposed charter amendment to replace the mayor-
appointed, nine member Landmarks Preservation Advisory Board with a seven member mayor-
appointed and Board of Supervisors approved, Historic Preservation Commission. The question 
posed on the ballot was: 
Shall the City establish a seven-member Historic Preservation Commission and give it 
authority over historic preservation-related decisions in the City?75 
 
The voter information described the impact thusly: 
The proposed measure would replace the current nine-member Landmarks Preservation 
Advisory Board with a seven-member Historic Preservation Commission. The amendment 
would generally transfer to the Commission existing functions from the current Landmarks 
Preservation Advisory Board, and would confer additional authority to make 
recommendations directly to the Board of Supervisors, bypassing the Planning Commission, 
on the designation of landmark buildings, historic districts, and significant buildings. The 
proposed measure would provide that certain certificates of appropriateness that cannot 
currently be appealed could be appealed to the Board of Supervisors, which will require the 
Board of Supervisors to establish some new procedures.  The seven members of the Historic 
Preservation Commission would be appointed by the Mayor subject to confirmation by the 
Board of Supervisors. Six members would be required to have professional backgrounds in 
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planning, architecture, historical conservation and related fields. The existing Landmarks 
Preservation Advisory Board is currently staffed with two full time employees.  
The amendment specifies that the budget and employees for the Historic Preservation 
Commission would remain under the City Planning Department76. 
 
Further voter clarification spelled out exactly what a “no” vote would mean versus a “yes” vote. 
  A YES vote on this measure means: 
If you vote "yes," you want to change the Charter to create a seven-member Historic 
Preservation Commission and to give it authority over historic preservation-related 
decisions in the City. 
 
  A NO vote on this measure means: 
   If you vote "no," you do not want to make this change to the Charter.77 
 
The proposition passed with 55.64% voting “yes” and 11.36% “no.” The Historic Preservation 
Commission that was established by the vote is responsible for both the review and approval of 
applications for Certificates of Appropriateness. Interestingly, A Certificate of Appropriateness is 
required not just for buildings and sites but can also be required for modifications to a designated 
“object” or “feature” in addition to a designated interior. The application instructions read that the 
certificate is required for “…any construction, addition, major alteration, relocation, removal, or 
demolition of a structure, object or feature, on a designated landmark property, in a landmark 
district, or a designated landmark interior. With regard to additions to historic buildings, there is no 
specific set of defined criteria.78 
 
 
A project may or may not require a public hearing, depending on the project’s scope.  If no public 
hearing is required, the certificate can be attained through a process of “administrative” CofA, 
                                               
76 Proposition J: Creating a Historic Preservation Commission” - San Francisco County, CA. 
http://www.smartvoter.org/2008/11/04/ca/sf/prop/J/. 
77 Ibid 
78 "San Francisco Planning Department: Historic Preservation Commission". 2018. 208.121.200.84. 
http://208.121.200.84/ftp/meetingarchive/planning_dept/sf-planning.org/index.aspx-page=1892.html. 
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granted by the Planning Department’s preservation staff.79 The commission is also charged with the 
responsibility to make “recommendations to the Mayor, Board of Supervisors, Planning 
Commission and other City agencies concerning amendments to Articles 10 and 11 of the Planning 
Code.”80 The application process itself is rather straightforward.  Upon successful submittal of the 
required materials, the procedure moves forward and the determination will be made if a public 
hearing is required.  If so, it is scheduled and carried out and a decision rendered.  There is also an 
Architectural Review Committee which serves as a subcommittee of the HPC. Composed of three 
design professionals, this body renders advice to the HPC on complicated design issues. 
 
Assessment of the Standard’s Influence on San Francisco Preservation Policy  
With regard to assessing any influence of The Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for the Treatment of 
Historic Properties on the preservation policy of San Francisco, CA, its imprint could not be clearer. 
On the Certificate of Appropriateness application itself under “Findings of Compliance with 
General Preservation Standards” are the following statements: 
In reviewing applications for Certificate of Appropriateness the Historic Preservation 
Commission, Department staff, Board of Appeals and/or Board of Supervisors, and the 
Planning Commission shall be governed by The Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for the 
Treatment of Historic Properties pursuant to Section 1006.6 of the Planning Code. Please 
respond to each statement completely…Give reasons as to how and why the project meets 




Broad Regulatory Recommendations for Local Staff Level Review.  
 
One of the main challenges facing the Secretary’s standard is in its nationwide one-size-fits-all 
approach. In the reviewed sample policies of San Francisco and Houston, and likely more broadly 
                                               
79 Proposition J: Creating a Historic Preservation Commission” - San Francisco County, CA. 
http://www.smartvoter.org/2008/11/04/ca/sf/prop/J/. 
80 Ibid 
81 "San Francisco Planning Department: Historic Preservation Commission". 2018. 208.121.200.84. 
http://208.121.200.84/ftp/meetingarchive/planning_dept/sf-planning.org/index.aspx-page=1892.html. 
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across the country,  the concern is the missing and essential component in the preservation of local 
cultural heritage; that being the local culture. Currently the standard, as strictly interpreted, does not 
react to the nuances of local cultural and site-specific conditions. A possible regulatory solution to 
this is illustrated in the New York model. Even though LPC utilizes the Rules of the City of New York 
and does not operate from the Secretary’s standard, the standard’s influence on LPC policy is 
nonetheless clear. Conversely, it seems that the standard itself could be improved, particularly with 
regard to staff level review, if it were informed by the Rules of the City of New York.  The level of 
autonomy afforded in Title 63 versus the prescriptive nature of the Secretary’s standard in (Fig. 2)  
illustrative. However, unlike the current proposed changes at LPC, this increased level of local 
autonomy need not indicate a less transparent review process. The existing public notification 
system could be improved through a mechanism for an online public forum. This could improve the 
ease of community access and facilitate more stakeholder involvement rather than less. 
 
Professional Perspectives 
An informed assessment on the Secretary’s Standards would be incomplete without considering the 
real-world experiences of some of the players who interact with the Standards professionally, from 
both sides of the equation; the preservationist, the architect and the developer. It will be useful to 
learn their perspectives on navigating any implications of the Standards. To that end, interviews 
were conducted with several professionals, including two officials with the National Park Service, an 
architect and a developer.  Synopses of the interviews are available in the appendices of this 
research. The first of which is Dr. John H. Sprinkle, Jr., Ph.D., who serves as the Deputy Director of 
the Federal Preservation Institute, a division within the National Park Service. For an additional 
preservationist perspective, Dr. Lisa Pfueller Davidson, who is a historian with the National Park 
Service was consulted. For an architectural outlook from a professional practitioner with extensive 
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experience on work in historic districts, Australian native and Manhattan architect Barry Rice AIA, 
RIBA, Principal at Barry Rice Architects was consulted. His work in historic districts includes but is 
not limited to: The Embarcadero, San Francisco, Savannah, Boston’s Back Bay, New York City, 
Brooklyn and East Hampton. Additionally, Ward Dennis with the historic preservation consulting 
firm Higgins and Quasebarth was consulted as his observations were referenced previously in this 
study. Finally, David Von Spreckelsen, Division President at Fortune 500 real estate developer, Toll 
Brothers with Toll Brothers City Living in New York, provided a valuable perspective on the impact 
of preservation and the Secretary’s Standards on his extensive work in development. 
 
 
The over-arching takeaway from the interviews with these professionals on both the preservation 
and regulatory side and the private sector, was surprisingly more approbative than the anticipated 
antagonism one has come to expect between preservationists, developers and their architects. 
Architect Barry Rice could not have been more laudatory about his experiences with New York’s 
LPC. From his perspective, both the procedural and ultimately the result of his interactions with the 
legislative body have wrought positive results. Granted, he is predisposed positively toward the 
notion of the importance of preservation, and that predilection informs the perspective from which 
he operates in his interactions with the commission. The same largely held true in the observations 
of David Von Spreckelsen with Toll Brothers development.  As a developer, he is primarily focused 
on the bottom line. However, he is of the belief that preservation and good design are vital 
components in the production of a financially successful project in an historic district. National Park 
Service Dr. John H. Sprinkle, and Dr. Lisa Pfueller Davidson, both also pointed to their intention to 
work with developers and architects in a collegial effort that is ultimately beneficial to all the parties 
involved and the community where the product is located. While the opinions expressed here 
certainly do not represent the entirety of the preservation and building communities, based on the 
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positive feedback from the professionals interviewed for this study, the future relationship between 
preservation and development might be taking a positive turn. Though no broad conclusions can be 
drawn from the limited sample of professional perspectives collected in this research, hopefully it is 
indicative of an evolving detente between preservation and development. Perhaps this presents an 
opportunity to revisit some of the Standard’s recommendations, if only to continue to encourage a 
sense of mutual buy-in between local regulatory authorities and development stakeholders. 
 
Critique: Defining the Standard’s Three New Exterior Addition Categories  
As a basis to compare the Secretary of the Interior’s different methodologies toward additions to 
historic buildings, both recommended and discouraged, it will be useful to divide and define them 
broadly into three distinct categories. They are codified here in the following ways. The first category 
will be defined as the Standard (Fig. 6, 7, 8) approach, meaning it represents the Secretary’s 
recommended design direction, and that any new exterior construction shall be “compatible,” but 
“differentiated” from the old and ensures that it will be “subordinate” to the historic building.  Two 
other definitions are included here, to represent the proscribed methodologies. They are Contrasting, 
(Fig. 9, 12, 13) indicating that the new work is in “extreme contrast” to the old, and Identical 
 (Fig. 10, 11) where the new work is seamlessly integrated with the old in materiality, scale, and 
detail. See the following samples for further clarification of the categories as defined.  
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Fig. 6 Standard, Recommended “…harmonious addition set back and connected to the rear…” Cunningham & 





The project illustrated in (Fig. 6) represents a new exterior addition to an historic building, designed 
and constructed per the Secretary’s recommendations. The image shown (Fig. 6) is published in The 
Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties with Guidelines for 
Preserving, Rehabilitating, Restoring & Reconstructing Historic Buildings re-released by the National 
Park Service in 2017, as an example of what the standard holds as a successful and ”compatible” 
addition. The structure to the left is the original historic building and the partially glazed two story 
box on the right is the newer addition. It meets the prescriptive of the standard in several ways. Both 
its location and massing render it subordinate, relative to the historic building.  Located behind the 
main building, it also is considered to be “differentiated” just enough, while maintaining a material 
similarity and color palette, and fenestration, that meet the recommendation. 
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Fig. 7 Standard, Recommended, Bay to the right and connecting glazed hyphen are additions. Photo by David 
Wakely Photography (https://www.nps.gov/tps/how-to-preserve/briefs/14-exterior-additions.htm) 
 
Fig. 8 Standard, Recommended. Neues Museum Berlin, David Chipperfield (1997-2009) 
(http://prado-designs.com/en_GB/the-silent-work-of-david-chipperfield/) 
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Fig. 9 Contrasting, Antwerp Port House by Zaha Hadid 2018 (http://www.portofantwerp.com/en/port-house.) 
(Fig. 9) of the Antwerp Port House by Zaha Hadid and Patrik Schumacher, is a well-known study in 
extremely contrasting new exterior additions. The new amorphous glass appendage atop the once 
derelict fire station is the visual antithesis of its regimented and rectilinear historic base or host. 
Indeed, the term “host” may be uniquely appropriate, given the striking relationship, or lack thereof 
between the original and the new. It suggests two separate organisms existing together, regardless of 
one’s opinion of the solution, for better or worse. It is safe to posit that this design solution would 
not meet with the Secretary’s recommendations. However, it does raise the question if there is a 
“correct” answer or even set of directions which are always appropriate with regard to additions to 
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Fig. 10 Identical, The Jewish Museum. Roche Dinkeloo Architects New York, NY (1993) 
(http://www.krjda.com/Sites/JewishMuseumInfo1.html.) 
Why Revisit the Secretary’s Recommendations  
A comparison of the three different approaches, Standard, Contrasting, and Identical with regard to the 
potential “success” or “failure” of the solution is of course subjective. It is arguable that the 
Secretary’s recommended approach is the least successful of the three different directions. At the 
very least, whether or not one is inclined toward the standard’s recommended direction, there can 
never be an empirically correct singular response.   
 
The whole notion that an addition to an historic building, necessarily be subordinate to the original 
structure, is predicated on the idea that the original building is inherently more important than the 
addition. It is rooted in the contention that the original building, built some time ago, is a static 
talisman of a particular moment; an embodiment of its time. To some degree that is true, because it 
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is a physical object created in the past. While conceding that the very reason for any effort to 
valorize, preserve and/or reuse a historic building is foundationally grounded in the original 
building’s history, any addition to the building becomes a part of the very history which we seek to 
preserve. If we accept that the addition, which is of the current/recent time, becomes a part of the 
Fig. 11 Identical, 101-105 Green Street, Author 
 
 
history of the building, what is the rationale for the point at which the evolution of the building is 
considered complete and therefore contemporary modifications need to be differentiated and 
subordinate? At what moment do we stop the clock on the original building’s evolution and declare 
it done? The obvious answer is, the point at which the historic, original structure was completed. 
While currently in preservation practice, there is a developing appreciation for the significance of 
additions, often only up until the time of designation, bolstering this challenge to the primacy of the 
original building, exclusively at the initial point of completion, might be to question whether, in a 
century from the current moment, would an addition completed today be seen as less of an 
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embodiment of its time than that of the original. The standard’s current recommendation suggests 
that the answer is yes, in arguing for its subordinance. If so then we must question why. If 
significance is derived from the encapsulated moment “of its time,” why is a contemporary addition 
less of a capture of its moment than the original? If the answer is no, that it is also “of its time” what 
is the argument for its subordinance? It seems reasonable to suggest that both the original building 
and its addition will be perceived as  players in the evolution of the building. If that is true, an 
argument could certainly be made to defend at least some import of the addition relative to the 
original and against the concept that an addition necessarily recede into the background, and act in a 
subordinate capacity to the original building.  
 
 
The conception of some parity in significance between the historic and the contemporary also 
challenges the Secretary’s recommendations in another area. Regarding a new addition to an historic 
building, the standard reads: “…It should also be designed and constructed so that the essential 
form and integrity of the historic building would remain if the addition were to be removed in the 
future…” If both the new and the old both ultimately share at least some of the building’s historical 
significance, there would be no rationale for why an addition should be designed in such a way as to 
be readily removed. While there is certainly a reasonable argument for maintaining the “form and 
integrity” of the original building, in this case, the form and integrity of the addition would also need 
to be as well-considered as an integral piece of the whole story of a building. One well-known 
example of this in practice might be the history of development and expansion at the palace of 
Versailles. Originally built in 1624 as a hunting lodge, the buildings and complex were expanded and 
modified over more than one hundred years. It would not be too polemical to suggest that in 
retrospect, the evolution of the buildings over time and the additions made to them, are surely as 
significant to the story of the palace as the original building itself. Perhaps this concept of equivalent 
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significance is a perspective that might be allowed to inform the recommendations for additions to 
historic buildings, rather than current preservation orthodoxy which holds that any addition is 
necessarily and inherently less important than the original. 
 
From the perspective of advocacy for the equivalent significance of both historic building and 
addition, the Secretary of the Interior’s recommended approach would result in the least desirable 
and appropriate solution. Regardless of either of the two other design directions taken, an identical 
or extreme contrast approach, they could arguably render a solution that might be preferable to one 
adhering to the current recommendation. If an addition is conceived as equivalent in importance, it 
would follow that there is no need for the addition to recede from the original. From this viewpoint, 
it would seem that a more decisive and purposeful design statement could be in order. A well-
known example of this theory in practice is located in Paris. World famous architect I.M. Pei said, of 
his steel and glass pyramidal entry addition at the Louvre “…it signifies a break with the 
architectural traditions of the past. It is a work of our time.” Originally vilified by critics, Pei’s now  
iconic glass pyramid (Fig. 13) has arguably become synonymous with the Louvre. Pei’s assertion that 
his addition was, of its time, seems like a reasonable position given the benefit of a more distant 
perspective since the time of its construction. Zaha Hadid’s addition at the Port House in Antwerp, 
shown previously as an example of an extreme contrast addition, is a bold gesture indeed (Fig. 9). In 
keeping with Pei’s way of thinking, the addition is intended to be of its time and is decisively not 
subordinate to the historic building. In approaching the challenge of adding a new exterior structure 
to a historic building, from the perspective that the addition is no less important than the original, 
we might arrive at a better architecture in this specific area. While certainly these prominent projects 
by international star architects, are not indicative of the typical preservation addition, the conception 
that an addition can or should be appreciated as significant relative to the historic building, is 
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arguably just as valid a design direction as the current Secretary’s recommendation. However, this in 
no way suggests that these additions should not be subjected to the scrutiny of preservation review 
and regulation. To the contrary, if an addition is realized as an integral and contributing component 
of the significance of a historic structure, that renders its resolution guidelines even more important, 
not less. 
Fig. 12 Louvre, I.M. Pei Pyramid Addition, 2016 (https://www.louvre.fr/en) 
If the goal of designing an addition that departs drastically from the historic precedent of the 
original building is so that the new structure is of its time, the inverse of that contention would be an 
addition that is indistinguishable from the original. The most salient critique of this design direction 
is that it is perceived as dishonest, because it belies the fact that the building was changed from the 
original.  Further, with this approach there is no clear line of demarcation between the original and 
the new, per the recommendations. Additionally, this direction is denounced as simple mimicry of 
another time. One challenge to these notions is the conception that no style belongs to a certain 
time. This argument proposes that design and architectural style are part of a continuum of time that 
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does not stop and start from one thing to the next, but instead builds and recycles on itself.  It does 
not ignore innovation, but rather, acknowledges that while there are always innovations, those 
innovations are constantly being subsumed into the next innovation and stylistic iteration. 
Innovations and style from one era often inform those in subsequent periods.  
Fig. 13 Contrasting, 837 Washington, Morris Adjmi Architects, Historic Storefront with Addition Above 
(http://www.ma.com/project/837-washington/) 
 
A relevant example of this would be our contemporary association of white columns with the 
antebellum American south. While we associate them with this particular time and place, they were 
certainly not invented in pre-civil war America. Would we say that they were not of their time 
because they were not created after the establishment of what became the United States?  If the 
answer is that things are exclusively of the time when they were innovated, we would ignore the 
evolution of styles and operate under the belief that every innovation occurs in a vacuum, 
completely apart from and uninformed by anything that came before it. This is obviously not the 
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case, and certainly there is an evolution in the style of buildings which stand on previous 
innovations. Buildings under construction now are the culmination of a body of knowledge 
developed over time. If the style which was employed during the period of the original building’s 
construction, was an adaptation of, or developed from something of an earlier time, is the building 
“authentic” and “historic?” If the answer is yes, is it because it is simply old? If it is age that imbues a 
building with its importance, then certainly eventually both the original building and its addition will 
ultimately become “historic” and the addition then, at some undefined point in time becomes 
worthy of preservation too. If a building’s importance derives from its “authenticity” because it was 
conceived from contemporaneous innovation during the time of its construction, then many 
structures we now hold as historic would not qualify.  Under that set of criteria, Pennsylvania Station 
would not have merited preservation, as its design was not “of its time” in 1901-1910, but rather, an 
interpretation of ancient antecedents. The converse argument might be, rather than these styles 
being a part of a continuum, they are adaptations of their predecessors, not imitations because they 
do not replicate any particular building from the past. These ideas are indeed adaptations of previous 
forms. It is precisely the fact that the white columns of American antebellum architecture utilized 
classical forms in new ways, as well as the innovations employed at Penn Station, which illustrate 
that these elements are part of the evolution of the language of, in these instances, classical design. 
These innovations may have new things to say, but it is still within the “language” of classical 
architecture that they say it, thereby evolving the “dialect” itself. The canon of classical architecture 
has a breadth of vocabularies, relationships and rules not unlike the grammatical constraints of any 
language. It is the erudition of these rules that enable both deft locution within its strictures, as well 
as the tools for successful articulation at its boundaries toward new interpretations. Analogous to the 
language of music or the written word, when a composer or novelist create a new work, they are not 
inventing a new language but rather they are using an existing one as a palette within which to create, 
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and not replicating a particular old work. In language, composition and architecture, new and 
innovative interpretations are unendingly created which advance the development of their respective 




Original Intent vs Current Practice 
As one of the original writers of the standards, W. Brown Morton stated, the intention was always 
that the standards accommodate some flexibility and autonomy in their interpretation, thereby 
enabling local professionals some space for project and community specific creative solutions within 
the broad parameters of the Standards. Paradoxically, it has been the success and almost wholesale 
adoption of the standards that might suggest the time has come to revisit them. As Brown also 
posited, terms like “whenever possible” have been replaced with words like “shall” and “must,”  
indicating that the standard has become a prescriptive set of strictures that have arguably come to 
hinder appropriate design responses rather than to facilitate them. Brown’s suggestion that the 
relative ease that the addition of these restrictive terms offer to staff during “administrative” or non-
committee review is likely what informed the revisions to include them does make sense.  The 
consideration of nuance, autonomy and flexibility would certainly serve to render the job of the staff 
reviewer less direct, more complicated, and therefore more time-consuming. Even with the best of 
intentions, city planning and preservation staff, tasked with a volume of projects that meet the 
criteria for staff review, would be hard-pressed to conduct any kind of investigation or incorporation 
of the input of the potential myriad of stakeholders, beyond what is minimally required. Therefore, it 
would seem plausible that the need for a streamlined approach to approval on the rank and file 
projects would almost necessitate the addition of the restrictive language. It is perhaps for this 
reason that the time has come to revisit not only the verbiage but the intention of the standard in 
theory weighed against how it has come to be codified in many jurisdictions across the country 
 50 
 
Design Rationale: Additions - Site is Integral 
In architectural theory and design pedagogy, instruction typically emphasizes the importance of 
project site analysis as integral to, and necessarily one of the earliest considerations, in the process of 
design. Unfortunately, the necessity that the Secretary of the Interior Standards have a universal 
applicability, dictates that its governing guidelines are not specific to an individual site. Therefore it is 
expected that the solutions wrought within those strictures have a propensity not to be particularly 
responsive to those specific location concerns. It is ironic that an integral piece of the apparatus for 
the implementation of The National Historic Preservation Act legislation, which itself was created 
with the express purpose of preserving heritage and local community histories, has arguably become 
an instrument in the neutering of the very physical fabric it intended to preserve.   
Having had the experience of practicing architecture in multiple sectors, it is indeed true that the 
myriad of implications of a particular project site, along with budget, client intentions and program,  
inform the foundation of a successful design solution. This has held true regardless of the market 
sector within which the project was situated, including but not limited to commercial, hospitality, 
and residential. Further, in addition to the programmatic requirements, a good solution should 
necessarily respond to the specific cultural history and physical environment of its site, beyond the 
requisite climatic response strategies and energy considerations.  
 
 
Diminishing the Role of the Architect 
It is essential to the function of the architect to create a thoughtful and sensitive response to the 
aforementioned concerns. The purpose of a design professional is to implement informed expertise 
and flexibility through the incorporation of the specific host of factors that should and must inform 
any successful design solution.  However, even given the predisposition the Standards might create 
 51 
for a more middle-of-the-road design solution on historic building additions, it is not always true 
that every outcome could be classified thusly. Theoretically, in the hands of a particularly talented 
designer, in the best set of circumstances, an arguably “successful” result could still be produced. 




The Standard Approach 
In addition to the notion that the Standard’s aim of universal applicability might tend to render a 
middle-of-the-road result, is the concern that its predisposition toward the exclusive primacy of the 
historic structure, to the negation of any import of its addition, could also be reviewed. In the words 
of the oft-lauded preservation progenitor, John Ruskin:  
  When we build, let us think that we build forever. Let it not be for present delight, nor for  
  present use alone; let it be such work as our descendants will thank us for, and let us think,  
as we lay stone on stone, that a time is to come when those stones will be held sacred 
because our hands have touched them, and that men will say as they look upon the labor and 
wrought substance of them, See! this our fathers did for us.82 
From my perspective, the most salient piece and clearest interpretation of this quote is that these 
comments apply not only to the original “historic” structure, but also to any addition thereto. If the 
case for “significance” is, at its core, based in the notion that the original building is “sacred” 
because it was wrought by ancient hands, technologies and/or civilizations, what then is the 
rationale that in the centuries to come, the addition to the previous building will somehow 
necessarily be less “significant” because it was merely an addition of 3000 years ago to a building 
originally built 3100 years ago? 
 
                                               
82 “Forbes Quotes.” https://www.forbes.com/quotes/5443/. 
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Evolving Interaction: Architecture and Historic Preservation 
The interdisciplinary play between architectural design and historic preservation has historically been 
perceived, although incorrectly, as two separate and distinct functions. The notion has been that 
design involves creation while preservation does not. However, it is arguable that preservation, 
restoration and design are indeed all endeavors in creativity. Noted preservation icon, and iconoclast, 
19th century French architect and theorist, Eugène Emmanuel Viollet-le-Duc metaphorically 
compared the process of restoration to that of war. In Dictionnaire raisonné de l’architecture 
française du XIe au XVIe siècle, he states “Restoration is war, it is a series of maneuvers that one 
must modify each day by constant observation of the effects it produces.”83  His argument is that the 
act of restoration, not unlike war and, I would suggest, design, are not simply a set of static 
procedures based on predetermined, no matter how well-conceived, plans of attack.  Rather, both 
war and preservation and, by extension, design, require ongoing and dynamic responses to an ever-
changing set of on-the-ground obstacles and unforeseen developments. This process of action and 
reaction to real-time conditions is an integral piece of the creative process.   
The correlation between war, design and preservation or even restoration, is that they all share the 
imperative of the consideration of, and reaction to, specific site conditions, in formulating effective, 





The importance of, and approach to, defining appropriateness, have material effects, not only on the 
physical environment and thereby cultural heritage, but unquestionably have real fiscal implications 
                                               
83Eugène-Emmanuel Viollet-le-Duc, “Restoration,” The Foundations of Architecture: Selections from the 
Dictionnaire Raisonné of Eugène-Emmanuel Viollet-le-Duc, trans. Kenneth D. Whitehead, intro.  Barry Bergdoll  
New York:  Braziller, 1990  
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on the practices of architecture, private development, and the planning and evolution of 
communities and the cities in which they are situated. The import of The National Historic 
Preservation Act and its conception on the definition of what is and is not appropriate, as codified 
in the Secretary of the Interior's Standards, is difficult to overstate.  It is not too far afield to 
postulate that without the NHPA, much of the wholesale destruction that occurred as a result of 




However, notwithstanding the manifest benefits to the preservation of cultural heritage through the 
built environment that the National Historic Preservation Act has provided, it does not diminish the 
value of the legislation to inquire if the appropriate moment has come to revisit some of its 
recommendations. Again, it is not the intention of this research to challenge the utility of the NHPA 
or the Secretary’s Standards themselves. The goal is simply to posit the question; given the necessity 
of all things to adapt and change over time in order to remain relevant, in addition to the fifty year 
benchmark since its inception, whether the time to reassess The Secretary of the Interior’s Standards 
for the Treatment of Historic Properties has arrived. 
 
 
A Qualitative Analysis: Impact and Implications of the National Historic Preservation Act 
and the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards 
 
This effort to analyze and assess the impact that The National Historic Preservation Act and the 
Secretary’s Standards have had throughout the United States since their inception, have involved a 
review of the preservation policies in three regions of the country. The picture that comes into focus 
after this review, is that while there are gradations in the preservation policies throughout the 
surveyed regions, the influence and impact of the National Historic Preservation Act  and the 
Secretary of Interior Standards have been and continue to be substantial. Broadly, even in the 
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example of New York City, with its own set of rules applied by the landmarks preservation 
commission, while the language may differ, aims of the Standards  are at the core of the intentions 
that inform them. The correlations between the NHPA’s goals and the Standard’s recommendations 
on the policies of the central surveyed region of Texas are stronger and more clear.  However, the 
contention that these influences  are explicitly informative of these policies can be found in the 
example of San Francisco. There, the standards are incorporated verbatim into the local policies.  
Whether in spirit or in literal incorporation into the respective preservation policies of these three 
regions of United States, it is a fair assessment to observe that both the NHPA and the Secretary of 
the Interior’s Standards have had a great deal of influence within the fields of architecture 




Our conceptions concerning appropriateness and significance, and therefore the ways in which we 
perceive and practice preservation, are fundamentally informed by and constructed around our 
unilinear perception of time. It is within this framework, that both The National Historic 
Preservation Act and the Secretary of the Interior's Standards on Additions to Historic Structures 
were formed. In his essay, Dislodging the Curatorial published in the book Bending the Future: 
Fifty Ideas for the Next Fifty Years of Historic Preservation in the United States, published in 2016, 
author Daniel Bluestone argues that the curatorial approach to preservation that has been the model 
and the mechanism set forth by the NHPA, has largely missed the most  important goal of heritage 
preservation.  His suggestion is that preservation’s focus on the primacy of the materiality of the 
object or landscape or monument or what he refers to as “curatorial based materialism” has become 
a means almost unto itself. He states that preservation should “…challenge the idea put forth in the 
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title of James Marston Fitch’s Historic Preservation: Curatorial Management of the Built World 
(1982). Putting curatorship ahead of everything else is problematic, at best.”84 His point is that the 
most important role of preservation is to convey why a place is important and, why it matters:  that 
preservationists have to some degree, fetishized the material fabric itself over and above why the 
place or thing matters and how it is relevant to and contextualizes both the present and the future. 
He notes: “We need to devote more energy to being far more articulate about why a historic place 
matters.”85 As the focus here is how these issues relate to additions to historic buildings, Bluestone 
makes a good argument when he states:  
We should rely on…a very short statement of the changes made through time, with those 
changes treated as part of history rather than as threats to integrity. We should instead focus  
  our attention on a more vital and thoughtful Section 8; Why does this historic place matter?  
  If we can be articulate about what is important about a historic place then we can aim to  
  establish a performance-based system of evaluating integrity and additions and new  
  constructions. Then the question will become: Do the changes being considered make this a  
  better place to live in or visit? Do the changes contribute to or distract from the broad  
  significance of the place? The ideals of compatibility and harmoniousness and sensitivity  
  assume that somehow there is a value to insulating the past from the present.86  
 
In addition to the arguments put forth by Bluestone, regarding the best way forward for 
preservation, I would again suggest that this challenge to the exclusive primacy of the original fabric 
is worth considering in a re-evaluation of the NHPA’ recommendations on additions. The intention 
of my research is to raise the question on the recommendations of the secretary of Interiors 
standards, regarding the appropriateness of additions, as seen in the historical context of its origin 
story, its subsequent evolution and within the broader framework of the national historic 
preservation act. Going forward, given the fact that it is evident the only constant is change, which is 
both inevitable and often necessary in order to remain viable and relevant, it can only be a benefit to 
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preservation efforts to revisit these mechanisms in a timely and thoughtful way if only to ensure the 
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Professional Perspective Interviews: 
Dr. John H. Sprinkle – National Park Service, Washington, DC 
Dr. John H. Sprinkle, Jr., Ph.D., who serves as the Deputy Director of the Federal Preservation 
Institute, a division within the National Park Service which was: 
 
1.) Established by the National Park Service in 2000, the Federal Preservation Institute 
(FPI) provides historic preservation training and education materials for use by all 
federal agencies and preservation officers.  
 
2.) FPI’s mission is mandated by Section 101(j) of the National Historic Preservation Act 
that directs the Secretary of the Interior to implement a comprehensive preservation 
education and training program that provides new standards and increased training 
opportunities. 
 
3.) FPI administers the Secretary of the Interior's preservation award program for Federal, 
Tribal, and State Historic Preservation Offices, and Certified Local Governments. 
 
4.) The Institute's programs are designed to assist federal preservation officers and other 
officials integrate national historic preservation policy—as expressed in more than 40 
laws—within an agency’s principal mission…87 
 
Dr. Sprinkle’s scholarship in preservation includes a recently (2014) published book on preservation 
entitled: Crafting Preservation Criteria: The National Register of Historic Places & American 
Historic Preservation, which chronicles the origin and evolution of the criteria by which historic 
significance is determined. Among his responsibilities with the National Park Service and the 
Federal Preservation Institute he has: 
 
…supervised the National Park Service's National Historic Landmark Survey. Before 
entering federal service, Dr. Sprinkle was a private sector historic preservation 
consultant with a variety of state and federal agency clients. A graduate of the University of 
Delaware, he holds a Ph.D. in history from the College of William and Mary.88  
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The synopsis of the interview with Dr. Sprinkle (below) was provided with the caveat that these are 
his personal opinions and do not necessarily reflect the official positions of the National Park 
Service, while providing a wealth of insight and information: 
Dr. Sprinkle’s comments are chronicled below: 
 
AW.   What is your experience with the Secretary’s Standards? 
JS.   I’ve spent a lot of time as a consultant working on rehabilitation projects that consult the 
standards. I have implemented them, and managed people using them. I have investigated 
how preservation practice has changed with regard to recommendations for rehabilitating, 
restoring or preserving property.  Concerning the history of the standards, one historic 
incident in preservation circles that resulted in a concern for authenticity was the “Wakefield 
Fiasco.” George Washington’s birthplace was simply imagined and built based on no 
verifiable historic fabric. In the preservation community, instead of “Wakefield” it was 
referred to as “Fakefield.” Further, the Venice Charter is likely the philosophical foundation 
of the Standards.89 
 
AW.   Were you involved with the crafting of the Standard? If so what was your role? 
JS.  I was not involved in crafting the standards.90 
 
AW. In your opinion, are there any needed revisions to Standard? If so what? 
JS.     One of the things we’re dealing with is the issue of materials, and the inability to find certain 
kinds of materials that would meet with the standards recommendations; the adaptation of 
replacement materials it’s becoming more of a common thread among review boards that 
look at standards for restoration and rehabilitation. Also, how to mitigate issues of climate 
change and their effect on historic structures, for example sea level rise, how do you 
protect/elevate a building without changing it?91 
 
AW. Do you find an inherent bias in the standard why or why not? 
JS. I don’t think the standards have a bias, however, I’m sure there are cultural issues with how 
people have interpreted them over time.  What we consider to be appropriate does change 








                                               





AW. What do you project to be the future relevance of the standard given the current 
political climate? 
JS. I don’t think that’s necessarily a problem as some people might suggest. The secretary would  
have to know that we actually have standards in order to say let’s get rid of them.  They are 
typically dealing at such a high level, this is not… and frankly that is the whole purpose that 
they drafted these, to avoid the Secretary having to make political decisions. That’s why the 
[previous] Secretaries have established the bureaucracies we have, so decisions can be made 
without political influence.  This is fundamental to the administration We don’t want 
politicians having to make decisions about technical matters… because it becomes 
controversial, in my personal private opinion. 
 
AW.  Are there any other changes you would like to see in the standard? 
JS. Direction on replacement of historic materials with modern materials, especially when  
original resources are no longer available and/or cost and longevity of original replacement 
constituents is prohibitive93 
 
 
Lisa Pfueller Davidson – National Park Service, Washington, Dc 
Dr. Lisa Pfueller Davidson, who is an Historian with the National Park Service was consulted. Her 
background includes the following: 
Dr. Davidson holds a B.A. in Art History and American Studies from Rutgers University 
and a Ph.D. in American Studies from George Washington University. Dr. Davidson has 
worked for the National Park Service since 1995. She is also an active member in the Society 
of Architectural Historians, Vernacular Architecture Forum, and the Latrobe Chapter of the 
Metropolitan D.C. Society of Architectural Historians.94 
 
Dr. Davidson’s comments are chronicled below: 
AW.   What is your experience with the Secretary’s Standards? 
LD.   I serve as administrator of the HABS program.  The standards stipulate section 106 
mitigation, which represents a direct link between the Secretary Standards and the National 
Historic Preservation Act. It states that if federal monies are being used to demolish 
something then it has to first be documented by HABS (Historic American Building Survey), 
HAER (Historic American Engineering Record) or HALS (Historic American Landscape 
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94 Lisa Pfueller Davidson | MNCPPC, MD. http://www.pgparks.com/474/Lisa-Pfueller-Davidson. 
95 Interview by author. February 23, 2018. 
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AW. How has your work been impacted by the Standard, if at all? 
LD.   We do documentation projects in-house. The Standards stipulate levels of documentation, 
level one which is a full set of drawings and a full history down to level three which might be 
a short history and a few photographs.  From the inside, we don’t necessarily adhere to the 
levels of documentation but rather we assess what each resource needs or what the goals are 
for the documentation, whereas outside contractors strictly follow the documentation levels 
as stipulated in the Standards.96 
 
AW. Were you involved with the crafting of the Standard? If so what was your role? 
LD.  I’m not that old, so no.97 
 
AW. In your opinion, are there any needed revisions to Standard? If so what? 
LD.     The subject came up recently, but we decided against it, because of the Congress. In some 
ways, we seem to be re-litigating some of the battles that were fought during the 1960’s. 
We’re having the debate again about whether this is something the federal government 
should be doing at all, even though we all thought this was settled…antiquities act. 
  One thing that comes up often is the standards position that an addition to historic structure 
should look distinctly different. That’s an area where there has been some debate, and some 
interest in tweaking that.  Also, we have discussed injecting more flexibility into the levels of 
documentation mitigation, to give clearer guidance to the outside world.98 
 
AW. What is your professional perspective on the prescriptive approach of the standard? 
LD.     No, I think generally it [NHPA] is something that has worked really well. It’s still only 
recommendations in the end, even though it has often been taken on by preservation 
commissions as their standard because it is convenient.99 
 
AW. Do you find an inherent bias in the standard why or why not? 
LD. I don’t think the standards themselves have a bias. However, the NHPA has been criticized 
by how few minority communities are represented on the national register, and how there is 
a bias toward high-style architecture.  The way it is written does allow flexibility to list 
something purely for its history, architectural significance is not required. But the way it has 






                                               






AW. What do you project to be the future relevance of the standard given the current 
political climate? 
LD. It’s under an attack, its right in the crosshairs of the programs and regulations they want to 
remove, particularly in terms of the infrastructure initiatives. Environmental review and 
cultural resources work is all part and parcel of that. That is, of course popular with some 
developers, but once you do away with that, it’s back to the bad old days of Urban Renewal. 
It is worrisome. Hopefully there will be a realization that there is a value to preservation.101 
 
AW. Are there any other changes you would like to see in the standard? 
LD. Making it clearer that there is room for some flexibility in documentation mitigation. This is 
the kind of thing that gives the whole project a bad name; when companies are spending a 
lot of money creating redundant documentation which they did not need to do because they 
thought their project would be rejected without it.102 
 
 
Barry Rice - President, Barry Rice Architects, New York, NY   
Barry Rice AIA, RIBA, Principal at Barry Rice Architects was consulted. His work in historic 
districts include but is not limited to:  
The Embarcadero, San Francisco, Savannah, Boston’s Back Bay, New York City, Brooklyn and East 
Hampton. 
[Having studied at…the University of Westminster in London…obtained his architectural 
license in London with ARCUK, becoming a member of the Royal Institute of British 
Architects in 1982. Rice brought his international experience to New York City working for 
Robert A.M. Stern Architects.  After a dozen years with RAMSA… established his own firm 
in New York City in 1999. With over 30 years of experience, Barry Rice has worked on a 
variety of projects including high-rise residential and commercial buildings, private houses, 
hotels, theaters, as well as institutional and recreational facilities. Rice’s contemporary 
designs maintain a harmonious dialogue with the neighboring built environment. This has 
led Barry Rice Architects to specialize in New York City’s most historic districts and post-
industrial neighborhoods.103  
 
Barry Rice’s comments are chronicled below: 
AW.   What is your experience with preservation generally? 
BR.   First of all, as an architect, it helps to be living among buildings of different historic periods, 
representing different times, interests, stylistic approaches. It makes cities like New York, 
Paris, London, Rome particularly vital. Cities like Melbourne, Australia for which there is no 
place for historic preservation, have lost their character, the distinctive aspects of their 
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history, have sadly lost their heritage. I was the architect responsible for overseeing the 
preservation of Tuxedo Park, which is on the National Register of Historic Places. The 
federal guidelines gave a very good roadmap for updating, modernizing, distilling and 
condensing the local design guidelines. However, whatever guidelines you have, they have to 
be revisited and made relevant to the current needs.104 
 
AW.   How has your work intersected with the preservation world? 
BR.   My favorite organization, the one I like working with most is the Landmarks Preservation  
  Commission of New York. It’s not just good intentions, but it really is taking on the role of  
  preserving the building; and to do that they have shown a lot of latitude in how institutions  
can treat old buildings. For example, at 138 Pierrepont Street, a 1916 York & Sawyer 
building; in order to complete the renovation [adaptive reuse] required an accommodation  
 [variance] from the LPC. Landmarks and the developer worked together to find solutions to  
 fire, egress and life safety issues to preserve the building while giving it a new life. Also, in  
 my practice many of our projects are in historic districts. They[LPC] are really wonderful   
 collaborators with architects and developers who are trying to make good buildings…105 
 
AW.   What is the rationale for your particular approach to modifications/additions to 
historic buildings? 
BR.  First of all, it’s very expensive to add on to an existing building. One project I have at the  
  moment, is an addition to a Mckim Mead & White library from 1900, a church owned it  
  and used it as a meeting place since the 1950s. It’s not designated and is not in an historic  
  district. It was one of the last remaining Carnegie [funded] satellite libraries by McKim  
  Mead & White. I consulted with landmarks, and ultimately advise the developer to proceed  
  with the project as if it were landmarked. This is because of the significance of the property  
  and the likelihood that the very vibrant local community might get involved to preserve the  
  property. I don’t want to be involved with projects that threaten these buildings. Developers  
  come to me because I have a track record of working on historic properties. They don’t  
  come to me because they want to get away with something but because they are civic- 
  minded and want to do good work.106 
 
AW. Do you have a particular theoretical perspective on what is the appropriate direction 
to historic building additions in terms of identical vs differentiated? 
BR.      I don’t have a categorical; I think that’s dreadful or I think that’s okay approach. However, 
my instinct just to make them very different. I think a sophisticated response is to take the 
materials the massing and the scale and reinterpret it in a new way; and make clear the 
distinction between the historic and the new. But it’s a case by case basis; and I don’t think 
                                               




it’s just a matter of taste, but of allowing future generations to see, to read the development 
of the city as we can, in order to see the evolution of style.107 
 
AW. Do you feel that preservation is under any threat given the political climate? 
BR. There is always a threat, absolutely, whenever there is a change administrations. Offsetting 
that in New York is the amount of New Yorkers, regardless of political persuasion, with 
strong connections to historic institutions and organizations like libraries, social clubs, and 
performing arts clubs. Many of these commitments to buildings and cultures go back one 
hundred years and are deeply entrenched in the city. I think that’s what helps to bridge 




David Von Spreckelsen – President, Toll Brothers City Living, New York, NY 
David Von Spreckelsen, Division President at Fortune 500 real estate developer, Toll Brothers with 
Toll Brothers City Living in New York: 
…The Pennsylvania native and University of Richmond grad then went back to school to 
get an MBA from Columbia University and later a degree in urban planning [from Columbia 
University]. In 1993, he joined the city’s Economic Development Corporation…109 
 
 His comments are chronicled below: 
AW.   What is your experience with preservation generally? 
DVS.   Specifically, the two most recent projects where we’ve dealt with preservation and the  
  Landmarks Preservation Commission were in both the West Village and DUMBO in  
Brooklyn. It was before the historic district was established.  I have to say it was a good 
experience, Landmarks had valuable input and I think our buildings came out better than 
they would have, had we not gone through Landmarks; with smart people who really care 
about neighborhoods who helped us see things we might not have. For instance, on the 
DUMBO project we were initially going to clad the building in brick. Landmarks felt that the 
existing fabric of the neighborhood was more industrial. We ended up doing a cast-in-place 
architectural concrete building. A little Brutalist; of the eighteen projects in New York so far, 
it has turned out to be my favorite project that we’ve done to date. We work with some 
prolific architects, but it was largely Landmark’s influence that took us there.  So I think it 
was a worthwhile process and we ended up with a better building that we’re very proud of.110 
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AW.   How has your work intersected with the preservation world? 
DVS.   We are currently working on a project in Philadelphia.  It’s not in a designated historic   
  district but it has a lot of sentimental value for the community. It’s a block of old jewelry  
  stores that have been around one hundred years or so. Our plan was to build a new  
  residential building on the site with ground floor retail that would house the existing jewelry  
  stores. The Preservation Alliance filed litigation against the project. We’re going through the  
  process of the courts but we don’t see a big outpouring of public interest other than from  
  the preservation group. The existing buildings aren’t particularly architecturally significant  
  and the area is currently pretty desolate so I think the community sees the potential project  
  as a benefit for the remaining retail and the neighborhood in general.111 
 
AW.   How did you decide to venture into the project in Philadelphia given that there is not 
a great deal of interest or activity currently? 
DVS.  Our company is based right outside Philadelphia, so Philadelphia is our home market.  
  It’s right in our backyard. Also, we were looking to do a project in Philadelphia for a long 
  time. This was a nice opportunity to do something close to our headquarters. I usually only 
  work in New York City, but after the site was acquired, I was asked to come on board with  
 the project.112 
 
AW.   What kind of factors do you consider when deciding on whether to locate your 
project and historic district? 
DVS.  We look at a lot of different factors; sites that are available, is it the right size?  Do I have to 
  go through zoning change?  Do I have to go through landmarks? We developed in many  
 neighborhoods in Brooklyn and Manhattan.  I wouldn’t say we have any exclusion zones. 
  If a project makes sense we will definitely pursue it.113 
 
Analysis of the Antwerp Port House Addition Relative to the Secretary’s Recommendations  
As discussed, relative to the Secretary’s recommendations, Hadid’s addition to the Antwerp Port is 
“not recommended.” There is a deliberate break in every aspect of the addition from the original 
building. Not only has she departed in materiality but the most striking diversions are in form and 
massing. She has broken all the “rules” with the partial insertion of the base “spine” of the  glass 
appendage to a very regular restrained historic building. Clearly it was not her intention to follow the  
                                               




“differentiated but compatible.” recommendation of the Standards. In my opinion, wow it is not my 
aesthetic I do respect the boldness of the gesture. 
 
 
Analysis of the Jewish Museum Addition Relative to the Secretary’s Recommendations  
An assessment of the Jewish Museum addition by Kevin Roche of Roche Dinkeloo should 
acknowledge the controversy engendered by this design solution. There was some debate in both 
the architectural and preservation communities on the solution at the time of its proposal. In an 
overall positive New York Times architectural review titled Architecture View; An Addition that Leaves 
Well Enough Alone, published in 1988, Paul Goldberger wrote: “…this is easy-listening architecture 
which makes no intellectual demands on us. It is original only in the belief that it is more important 
in some circumstances not to be original…” This approach to additions is anathema within the 
preservation community. It is largely derided as dishonest and certainly violates one of the main 
tenants of the Secretary’s recommendations. The argument against it is: the fact that the casual 
person, or in this case even a trained preservationists, observing the building would have no 
aesthetic clue that there was an addition is deceiving, and that the honest approach is to make sure 
through materiality, massing etc. that the new is clearly discernable from the old. From my 
perspective, I have no issue with the design solution. My only concern with this approach is that it is 
so rarely done well. Often the original materials are no longer available, and neither are the 
craftsmen. Additionally, the structural changes in our economy since the time these buildings were 
built render this type of replication prohibitively expensive. With those caveats in mind it seems 
reasonable that additions done so seamlessly with this theoretical approach will remain a rarity. 
 
 
